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throughout your generations, as a statute for-
ever, you shall keep it as a feast.

Exodus 12:14

I send greetings to those celebrating Pass-
over, beginning at sundown on April 2.

During Passover, Jews around the world
gather with family and friends to remember
God’s deliverance of the Children of Israel
from bondage more than 3,000 years ago. To
celebrate their Exodus from Egypt, the Jew-
ish people commemorate the Passover each
year by reading the Haggadah, singing tradi-
tional songs, and sharing the Seder meal
Through these traditions, the Jewish people
express their gratitude for God’s redemption
and the blessings of freedom, and they en-
sure that their heritage is passed on to future
generations. Passover is a time of hope and
faith and a time to reflect on God’s boundless
love and endless mercy.

Laura and I send our best wishes for a
blessed Passover.

George W. Bush

NOTE: An original was not available for
verification of the content of this message.

Executive Order 13428—Renaming
a National Forest in the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico

April 2, 2007

By the authority vested in me as President
by the Constitution and the laws of the
United States of America, including section
1 of the Act of June 4, 1897 (16 U.S.C. 473)
and section 1 of the Act of July 1, 1902 (48
U.S.C. 746), and to rename the Caribbean
National Forest in the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, it is hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. The Caribbean National Forest
in the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico is here-
by renamed the “El Yunque National For-
est.”

Sec. 2. Previous references to the Carib-
bean National Forest in Executive Order
7059-A of June 4, 1935, and Executive Order
10992 of February 9, 1962, shall, for all pur-
poses hereafter, be deemed references to the
“El Yunque National Forest.”
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Sec. 3. This order shall be implemented
in accordance with applicable law and sub-
ject to the availability of appropriations.

Sec. 4. This order is not intended to, and
does not, create any right or benefit, sub-
stantive or procedural, enforceable at law or
in equity by any party against the United
States, agencies, entities, officers, employees,
or agents thereof, or any other person.

George W. Bush

The White House,
April 2, 2007.

[Filed with the Office of the Federal Register,
8:50 a.m., April 3, 2007]

NoOTE: This Executive order was published in the
Federal Register on April 4.

The President’s News Conference
April 3, 2007

The President. Good morning. I've just
had a good meeting with Secretary of De-
fense Bob Gates and General Pete Pace, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Sec-
retary Gates and General Pace updated me
on the deployment of American reinforce-
ments to Iraq.

At this moment, two of the five additional
U.S. Army brigades we are sending for this
mission are operating in Baghdad. A third
brigade is now moving from Kuwait and will
be fully operational in Baghdad in the com-
ing weeks. And the remaining two brigades
will deploy in April and May. It will be early
June before all U.S. forces dedicated to the
operation are in place, so this operation is
still in its beginning stages.

The reinforcements we’ve sent to Baghdad
are having a impact. They're making a dif-
ference. And as more of those reinforce-
ments arrive in the months ahead, their im-
pact will continue to grow. But to succeed
in their mission, our troops need Congress
to provide the resources, funds, and equip-
ment they need to fight our enemies.

It has now been 57 days since I requested
that Congress pass emergency funds for our
troops. Instead of passing clean bills that
fund our troops on the frontlines, the House
and Senate have spent this time debating
bills that undercut the troops by substituting
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the judgment of politicians in Washington for
the judgment of our commanders on the
ground, setting an arbitrary deadline for
withdrawal from Iraq, and spending billions
of dollars on porkbarrel projects completely
unrelated to the war.

I made it clear for weeks that if either the
House or Senate version of this bill comes
to my desk, I will veto it. And it is also clear
from the strong support for this position in
both Houses that the veto would be sus-
tained. The only way the Democrats were
able to pass their bill in the first place was
to load the bill with pork and other spending
that has nothing to do with the war.

Here’s what one leading Democrat in the
House said, quote, “A lot of things had to
go into that bill that certainly those of us who
respect great legislation did not want there.”
That’s an honest appraisal of the process that
we just witnessed. Still, the Democrats in
Congress continue to pursue their bills, and
now they have left Washington for spring re-
cess without finishing the work.

Democrat leaders in Congress seem more
interested in fighting political battles in
Washington than in providing our troops
what they need to fight the battles in Iraq.
If Democrat leaders in Congress are bent on
making a political statement, then they need
to send me this unacceptable bill as quickly
as possible when they come back. I'll veto
it, and then Congress can get down to the
business of funding our troops without
strings and without delay.

If Congress fails to act in the next few
weeks, it will have significant consequences
for our men and women in the Armed
Forces. As the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, General Pace, recently stated during
his testimony before a House subcommittee,
if Congress fails to pass a bill T can sign by
mid-April, the Army will be forced to con-
sider cutting back on equipment, equipment
repair, and quality of life initiatives for our
Guard and Reserve forces. These cuts would
be necessary because the money will have
to be shifted to support the troops on the
frontlines.

The Army also would be forced to consider
curtailing some training for Guard and Re-
serve units here at home. This would reduce
their readiness and could delay their avail-
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ability to mobilize for missions in Afghanistan
and Iraq. If Congress fails to pass a bill I
can sign by mid-May, the problems grow
even more acute. The Army would be forced
to consider slowing or even freezing funding
for its depots, where the equipment our
troops depend on is repaired. They will also
have to consider delaying or curtailing the
training of some active duty forces, reducing
the availability of these forces to deploy over-
seas. If this happens, some of the forces now
deployed in Afghanistan and Iraq may need
to be extended because other units are not
ready to take their places.

If Congress does not act, the Army may
also have to delay the formation of new bri-
gade combat teams, preventing us from get-
ting those troops into the pool of forces that
are available to deploy. If these new teams
are unavailable, we would have to ask other
units to extend in the theater.

In aletter to Congress, Army Chief of Staff
General Pete Schoomaker put it this way:
“Without approval of the supplemental funds
in April, we will be forced to take increasingly
draconian measures, which will impact Army
readiness and impose hardships on our sol-
diers and their families.”

In a time of war, it’s irresponsible for the
Democrat leadership in—Democratic lead-
ership in Congress to delay for months on
end while our troops in combat are waiting
for the funds. The bottom line is this:
Congress’s failure to fund our troops on the
frontlines will mean that some of our military
families could wait longer for their loved
ones to return from the frontlines, and others
could see their loved ones headed back to
the war sooner than they need to. That is
unacceptable to me, and I believe it is unac-
ceptable to the American people.

Members of Congress say they support the
troops. Now they need to show that support
in deed as well as in word. Members of Con-
gress are entitled to their views and should
express them. Yet debating these differences
should not come at the expense of funding
our troops.

Congress’s most basic responsibility is to
give our troops the equipment and training
they need to fight our enemies and protect
our Nation. They’re now failing in that re-
sponsibility, and if they do not change course
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in the coming weeks, the price of that failure
will be paid by our troops and their loved
ones.

I'll now answer some questions, starting
with Jennifer Loven [Associated Press].

Syria

Q. Thank you, sir. You've agreed to talk
to Syria in the context of these international
conferences on Iraq

The President. Excuse me?

Q. You've agreed to talk to Syria in the
context of the international conferences on
Iraq. What's so different or wrong about
Speaker Pelosi having her own meetings
there? And are you worried that she might
be preempting your own efforts?

The President. We have made it clear to
high-ranking officials, whether they be Re-
publicans or Democrats, that going to Syria
sends mixed signals—signals in the region
and, of course, mixed signals to President
Asad. And by that, I mean, photo opportuni-
ties and/or meetings with President Asad
lead the Asad Government to believe they’re
part of the mainstream of the international
community, when, in fact, they’re a state
sponsor of terror; when, in fact, they're help-
ing expedite—or at least not stopping the
movement of foreign fighters from Syria into
Iraq; when, in fact, they have done little to
nothing to rein in militant Hamas and
Hizballah; and when, in fact, they destabilize
the Lebanese democracy.

There have been a lot of people who have
gone to see President Asad—some Ameri-
cans, but a lot of European leaders, high-
ranking officials. And yet we haven’t seen ac-
tion. In other words, he hasn’t responded.
It’s one thing to send a message; it’s another
thing to have the person receiving the mes-
sage actually do something. So the position
of this administration is that the best way to
meet with a leader like Asad or people from
Syria is in the larger context of trying to get
the global community to help change his be-
havior. But sending delegations hasn’t
worked. It's just simply been counter-
productive.

Steve [Steve Holland, Reuters].
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British Military Personnel Held in Iran

Q. Thank you, sir. Would the U.S. be will-
ing to give up 5 Iranians held in Iraq if it
would help persuade Iran to give up the 15
British sailors?

The President. Steven, I said the other
day that—first of all, the seizure of the sailors
is indefensible by the Iranians and that I sup-
port the Blair Government’s attempts to
solve this issue peacefully. So we're in close
consultation with the British Government. 1
also strongly support the Prime Minister’s
declaration that there should be no quid pro
quos when it comes to the hostages.

Let's see here—Baker, Baker [Peter
Baker, Washington Post]. Are you here? Yes,
there you are.

Department of Justice

Q. Sir, your administration evaluated all
93 U.S. attorneys, in part on the basis of loy-
alty. That was one of the criteria that was
used. What role should loyalty to you play
in the evaluation of those charged with ad-
ministering justice and enforcing the law?

The President. Peter, obviously, when
you name a U.S. attorney, you want some-
body who can do the job. That’s the most
important criterion, somebody who is quali-
fied, somebody who can get a job done. The
President names the U.S. attorneys, and the
President has the right to remove U.S. attor-
neys. And on this particular issue, the one
you're referring to, I believe it’s the current
issue of the U.S.—eight U.S. attorneys. They
serve at my pleasure. They have served 4-
year terms, and we have every right to re-
place them. And——

Q. And what

The President. Let me finish, please. I
am genuinely concerned about their reputa-
tions, now that this has become a Wash-
ington, DC, focus. I'm sorry it’s come to this.
On the other hand, there had been no cred-
ible evidence of any wrongdoing. And that’s
what the American people have got to under-
stand. We had a right to remove them; we
did remove them. And there will be more
hearings to determine what I've just said, no
credible evidence of wrongdoing.

Bill [Bill Plante, CBS News].
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Iraq/Situation in Baghdad

Q. Mr. President, a lot of the disagreement
over:

The President. Wrong Bill.

Q. Which one, him?

The President. No, you. The cute-looking
one. [Laughter]

Q. Thanks so much. A lot of the disagree-
ment, sir, over the way you’re handling Iraq,
disagreements from the public and Congress,
stems from the belief that things are not
working, despite the surge. The Iragis have
met few, if any, of the benchmarks that were
laid down for them so far. Senator McCain
walked in the Baghdad marketplace with air
cover and a company of troops. But people
don’t believe that this can work, and they
question the continued sacrifice of U.S.
troops to help make it work.

The President. Yes. Bill, I'm very aware
that there are a group of people that don’t
think we should be there in the first place.
There are some who don’t believe that this
strategy will work. I've listened carefully to
their complaints. Obviously, I listened to
these concerns prior to deciding to reinforce.
This is precisely the debate we had inside
the White House: Can we succeed? I know
there are some who have basically said, it
is impossible to succeed. I strongly disagree
with those people. I believe not only can we
succeed; I know we must succeed.

And so I decided to, at the recommenda-
tion of military commanders, decided to send
reinforcements. As opposed to leaving Bagh-
dad and watching the country go up in
flames, I chose a different route, which is
to send more troops into Baghdad. And Gen-
eral Petraeus, who is a reasoned, sober man,
says there is some progress being made. And
he cites murders and—in other words,
there’s some calm coming to the capital. But
he also fully recognizes, as do I, it’s still dan-
gerous. In other words, suiciders are willing
to kill innocent life in order to send the pro-
jection that this is an impossible mission.

The whole strategy is to give the Iragi Gov-
ernment time to reconcile, time to unify the
country, time to respond to the demands of
the 12 million people that voted.

You've said the Iraqis haven’t met any obli-
gations; I would disagree with your charac-
terization. They have said that they will send
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Iraqi forces into Baghdad to take the lead,
along with U.S. troops, to bring security to
Baghdad, and they've done that. They said
they’d name a commander for Baghdad; they
have done that. They said they'd send up—
they’'d send troops out into the neighbor-
hoods to clear and hold and then build;
they’re doing that. They said they would send
a budget up that would spend a considerable
amount of their money on reconstruction;
they have done that. They're working on an
oil law that is in progress.

As a matter of fact, I spoke to the Prime
Minister yesterday about progress on the oil
law. He reminded me that sometimes the
legislature doesn’t do what the executive
branch wants them to do. I reminded him,
I understand what he’s talking about. But,
nevertheless, I strongly agree that we've got
to continue to make it clear to the Iraqi Gov-
ernment that this is—the solution to Iraq,
an Iraq that can govern itself, sustain itself,
and defend itself, is more than a military mis-
sion—precisely the reason why I sent more
troops into Baghdad, to be able to provide
some breathing space for this democratically
elected Government to succeed. And it’s
hard work, and I understand it’s hard work.

Secondly, as I mentioned in my opening
remarks, Bill, there’s only 40 percent of our
troops that are there on the ground. And
that’s why I find it somewhat astounding that
people in Congress would start calling for
withdrawal even before all the troops have
made it to Baghdad.

Let’s see  here—Rutenberg.
Rutenberg [New York Times].

Jim

Public Opinion/War in Iraq

Q. Thank you, Mr. President. Matthew
Dowd, your chief campaign strategist in
2004, kind of issued a strong critique of you
and your administration this weekend. I'm
wondering if you were personally stung, and
if you worry about losing support of people—
of him and people like him?

The President. First of all, I respect Mat-
thew. I've known him for awhile. As you
mentioned, he was an integral part of my
2004 campaign. I have not talked to Matthew
about his concerns. Nevertheless, I under-
stand his anguish over war. I understand that
this is an emotional issue for Matthew, as
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it is a lot of other people in our country. Mat-
thew’s case, as I understand it, is obviously
intensified because his son is deployable. In
other words, he’s got a son in the U.S. Armed
Forces, and, I mean, I can understand Mat-
thew’s concerns.

I would hope that people who share Mat-
thew’s point of view would understand my
concern about what failure would mean to
the security of the United States. What I'm
worried about is that we leave before the mis-
sion is done—and that is a country that is
able to govern, sustain, and defend itself—
and that Iraq becomes a cauldron of chaos,
which will embolden extremists, whether
they be Shi'a or Sunni extremists; which
would enable extremists to have safe haven
from which to plot attacks on America; which
could provide new resources for an enemy
that wants to harm us.

And so, on the one hand, I do fully under-
stand the anguish people go through about
this war. And it’s not just Matthew; there’s
a lot of our citizens who are concerned about
this war. But I also hope that people will take
a sober look at the consequences of failure
in Iraq. My main job is to protect the people,
and I firmly believe that if we were to leave
before the job is done, the enemy would fol-
low us here. And what makes Iraq different
from previous struggles is that September
the 11th showed that chaos in another part
of the world—and/or safe haven for killers,
for radicals—affects the security of the
United States.

Martha [Martha Raddatz, ABC News].

Iran

Q. Back to Iran, sir. ABC has been report-
ing that Iran will be capable of building a
nuclear bomb within 2 years. Have you seen
evidence that Iran is accelerating its nuclear
program?

The President. 1 haven't seen the report
that you just referred to. I do share concerns
about Iranian intention to have a nuclear
weapon. I firmly believe that if Iran were
to have a nuclear weapon, it would be a seri-
ously destablizing influence in the Middle
East. And therefore, we have worked to build
a international coalition to try to convince the
Iranians to give up their weapon, to make
it clear that they have choices to make—
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whether the choice be isolation or missed op-
portunity to grow their economies. And so
we take your—we take seriously the attempts
of the Iranians to gain a nuclear weapon.

Q. Have you seen evidence of an accelera-
tion, though?

The President. You know, I'm not going
to talk about any intelligence that I've seen,
one way or the other. But I do want you to
know how seriously we take the Iranian nu-
clear issue. As a matter of fact, it is the cor-
nerstone of our Iranian policy. It is—and
that’s why we spend a lot of time in working
with friends, allies, concerned people to rally
international support, to make it clear to the
Iranian people that there is a better option
for them.

Now, we have no problem, no beef with
the Iranian people. We value their history;
we value their traditions. But their Govern-
ment is making some choices that will con-
tinue to isolate them and deprive them of
a better economic future. So we take the
issue very seriously.

Ken Herman [Cox News].

Price of Gasoline/Alternative Fuel
Sources

Q. Thank you, sir. Mr. President, are you
aware of the current price of a gallon of gas?
Can you explain why it’s gone up so sharply
in recent weeks? And is there anything in
the near future indicating the prices might
start coming down again before the heavy
summer driving season?

The President. About 2.60 plus. Gas

Q. Where are you shopping, sir? [Laugh-
ter]

The President. Nationwide average. The
price of gasoline, obviously, varies from re-
gion to region for a variety of reasons. Some
has to do with the amount of taxation at the
pump; some of it has to do with the boutique
fuels that have been mandated on a State-
by-State basis; but a lot of the price of gaso-
line depends on the price of crude oil.

And the price of crude oil is on the rise,
and the price of crude oil is on the rise be-
cause people get spooked, for example, when
it looks like there may be a crisis with a crude
oil-producing nation like Iran. But the whole
point about rising crude oil prices and rising
gasoline prices is that this country ought to
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work hard to get off our addiction to oil—
all the more reason why Congress ought to
pass the mandatory fuel standards that I set
forth, which will reduce our use of gasoline
by 20 percent over the next 10 years. And
there’s two reasons why. One is for national
security concerns, and two is for environ-
mental concerns. And I hope that we can
get this done with the Congress, get it out
of the Congress to my desk as quickly as pos-
sible.

Dancer. Dancing man. That would be
David Gregory [NBC News]. For those of
you not aware, Gregory put on a show the
other

Congressional Action on Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations

Q. Everybody’s aware, Mr. President,
thank you. [Laughter]

The President. Well, maybe the listeners
aren’t.

Q. Yes, that’s all right.

The President. That was a beautiful per-
formance, seriously.

Q. Thank you. Thank you very much, Mr.
President. [Laughter] Mr. President, you say
the Democrats are undercutting troops, the
way they have voted. They're obviously trying
to assert more control over foreign policy.
Isn’t that what the voters elected them to
do, in November?

The President. I think the voters in Amer-
ica want Congress to support our troops in—
who are in harm’s way. They want money
to the troops. And they don’t want politicians
in Washington telling our generals how to
fight a war. It’s one thing to object to the
policy, but it’s another thing when you have
troops in harm’s way not to give them the
funds they need.

And no question there’s been a political
dance going on here in Washington. You've
followed this closely; you know what I'm talk-
ing about. Not only was there a political
dance going on—in other words, people were
trying to appeal to one side of their party
or another—but they then had to bring out
new funding streams in order to attract votes
to a emergency war supplemental.

And my concern, David, is several. One,
Congress shouldn’t tell generals how to run
the war; Congress should not shortchange
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our military; Congress should not use a emer-
gency war spending measure as a vehicle to
put pet spending projects on that have noth-
ing to do with the war.

Secondly, as I mentioned in these remarks,
delays beyond mid-April and then into May
will affect the readiness of the U.S. military.
So my attitude is, enough politics. They need
to come back, pass a bill. If they want to
play politics, fine. They continue to do that;
I will veto it. But they ought to do it quickly.
They ought to get the bill to my desk as
quickly as possible, and I'll veto it. And then
we can get down to the business of funding
our troops without strings and without with-
drawal dates.

It is amazing to me that, one, the United
States Senate passed a—confirmed General
Petraeus overwhelmingly, after he testified
as to what he thinks is necessary to succeed
in Iraq, and then won’t fund him. Secondly,
we have put 40 percent of the reinforcements
in place, and yet people already want to start
withdrawing before the mission has had a
chance to succeed.

They need to come off their vacation, get
a bill to my desk, and if it’s got strings and
mandates and withdrawals and pork, T'll veto
it. And then we can get down to the business
of getting this thing done, and we can do
it quickly. It doesn’t have to take a lot of
time. And we can get the bill—get the troops
funded, and we go about our business of win-
ning this war.

McKinnon [John McKinnon, Wall Street
Journal].

Massachusetts v. Environmental
Protection Agency

Q. Thank you, Mr. President. On climate
change and the decision that was issued yes-
terday by the U.S. Supreme Court, what’s
your reaction to that decision? And don’t you
think that this makes some kind of broad caps
on greenhouse gas emissions more or less in-
evitable?

The President. First of all, the decision
of the Supreme Court is—we take very seri-
ously. It’s the new law of the land. And sec-
ondly, we're taking some time to fully under-
stand the details of the decision. As you
know, this decision was focused on emissions
that come from automobiles. My attitude is,
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is that we have laid out a plan that will affect
greenhouse gases that come from auto-
mobiles by having a mandatory fuel standard
that insists upon 35—using 35 billion gallons
of alternative fuels by 2017, which will re-
duce our gasoline usage by 20 percent and
halt the growth in greenhouse gases that em-
anate from automobiles. In other words,
there is a remedy available for Congress, and
I strongly hope that they pass this remedy
quickly.

In terms of the broader issue, first of all,
I've taken this issue very seriously. I have
said that it is a serious problem. I recognize
that man is contributing greenhouse gases,
that—but here are the principles by which
I think we can get a good deal. One, anything
that happens cannot hurt economic growth.
And T say that because, one, I care about
the working people of the country, but also
because, in order to solve the greenhouse gas
issue over a longer period of time, it's going
to require new technologies, which tend to
be expensive. And it’s easier to afford expen-
sive technologies if you're prosperous.

Secondly, whatever we do must be in con-
cert with what happens internationally be-
cause we could pass any number of measures
that are now being discussed in the Congress,
but unless there is an accord with China,
China will produce greenhouse gases that
will offset anything we do in a brief period
of time.

And so those are the principles that will
guide our decisionmaking. How do you en-
courage new technology? How do you grow
the economy? And how do you make sure
that China is—and India are a part of a ra-
tional solution?

Let’s see here—how about Bret Baier
[FOX News]|?

Homosexual Persons in the Military

Q. Mr. President, thank you. Since Gen-
eral Pace made his comments that got a lot
of attention about homosexuality, we haven’t
heard from you on that issue. Do you, sir,
believe that homosexuality is immoral?

The President. 1 will not be rendering
judgment about individual orientation. I do
believe the “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy is
good policy.
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Sammon [Bill Sammon,

Times], yes.

Washington

Congressional Action on Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations/War on
Terror

Q. Thank you, Mr. President.

The President. You're standing out there;
I can see you.

Q. When Congress has linked war funding
with a timetable, you have argued micro-
management. When they've linked it to unre-
lated spending, you've argued porkbarrel.
But now there’s talk from Harry Reid and
others that if you veto this bill, they may
come back and just simply cut off funding.
Wouldn't that be a legitimate exercise of a
congressional authority, which is the power
of the purse?

The President. The Congress is exercising
its legitimate authority as it sees fit right now.
I just disagree with their decisions. I think
setting an artificial timetable for withdrawal
is a significant mistake. It is a—it sends
mixed signals, bad signals to the region and
to the Iraqi citizens.

Listen, the Iraqis are wondering whether
or not we're going to stay to help. People
in America wonder whether or not they've
got the political will to do the hard work—
that’s what Plante was asking about. My con-
versations with President [Prime Minister] *
Maliki, he seems dedicated to doing that, and
we will continue to work with him to achieve
those objectives. But theyre wondering
whether or not America is going to keep
commitments. And so when they hear with-
drawal and timetables, it, rightly so, sends
different kinds of signals.

It’s interesting that Harry Reid, Leader
Reid spoke out with a different option. What-
ever option they choose, I would hope they
get home, get a bill, and get it to my desk.
And if it has artificial timetables of with-
drawal or if it cuts off funding for troops or
if it tells our generals how to run a war, T'll
veto it. And then we can get about the busi-
ness of giving our troops what they need—
what our generals want them to have, and
give our generals the flexibility necessary to

* White House correction.
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achieve the objectives that we set out by rein-
forcing troops in Iraq.

You know, what’s interesting is, you don’t
hear a lot of debate about Washington as to
what will happen if there is failure. Again,
Plante mentioned that people don’t think we
can succeed—in other words, there’s no
chance of succeeding. That’s a part of the
debate. But what people also have got to un-
derstand is what will happen if we fail. And
the way you fail is to leave before the job
is done; in other words, just abandon this
young democracy—say, “We're tired; we’ll
withdraw from Baghdad,” and hope there’s
not chaos.

I believe that if this capital city were to
fall into chaos, which is where it was headed
prior to reinforcing, that there would be no
chance for this young democracy to survive.
That’s why I made the decision I made. And
the reason why I believe it's important to
help this young democracy survive is so that
the country has a chance to become a stabi-
lizing influence in a dangerous part of the
world.

I also understand that if the country—if
the experience were to fail, radicals would
be emboldened. People that had been—that
can’t stand America would find new ways to
recruit. There would be potentially additional
resources for them to use at their disposal.

The failure in Iraq would endanger Amer-
ican security. I have told the American peo-
ple often, it is best to defeat them there so
we don’t have to face them here, fully recog-
nizing that what happens over there can af-
fect the security here. That’s one of the major
lessons of September the 11th. In that case,
there was safe haven found in a failed state,
where killers plotted and planned and
trained and came and killed 3,000 of our citi-
zens. And I vowed we weren't going to let
that happen again.

Secondly, the way to defeat the ideology
that these people believe is through a com-
peting ideology, one based upon liberty and
human rights and human dignity. And there
are some who, I guess, say that’s impossible
to happen in the Middle East. I strongly dis-
agree. I know it is hard work. I believe it
is necessary work to secure this country in
the long run.

Ed [Ed Henry, Cable News Network].
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Cooperation With Congress/Legislative
Agenda

Q. Mr. President, the conservative news-
paper columnist, Robert Novak, recently
wrote that in 50 years of covering Wash-
ington, he’s never seen a President more iso-
lated than you are right now. What do you
say to critics like Novak who say that you
are more isolated now than Richard Nixon
was during Watergate?

The President. How did he define iso-
lated?

Q. He said you're isolated primarily from
your own party, that Republican leaders on
the Hill were privately telling him that, on
the Gonzales matter in particular, you're very
isolated.

The President. 1 think you're going to find
that the White House and the Hill are going
to work in close collaboration, starting with
this supplemental. When I announced that
I will veto a bill with—that withdrew our
troops, that set artificial timetables for with-
drawal or micromanaged the war, the Repub-
licans strongly supported that message. I
think you'll find us working together on en-
ergy. They know what I know, that depend-
ence on oil will affect the long-term national
security of the country. We’ll work together
on No Child Left Behind. We'll work to-
gether on immigration reform. We’ll work to-
gether, most importantly, on budget, to make
sure this budget gets balanced without rais-
ing taxes.

The other day, the Democrats submitted
budgets that raised taxes on the working peo-
ple, in order to increase the amount of
money they have available for spending. That
is a place where the Republicans and this
President are going to work very closely to-
gether. I adamantly oppose tax increases, and
so do the majority of Members in the United
States Congress.

Ed [Ed Chen, Los Angeles Times].

Homeland Security
Q. Mr. President, good morning. You've

talked
The President. Good morning. “Good
morning,” that’s a good way to start.
Q. You've talked about the consequences
of failure in Iraq, and you've said that en-
emies would follow us home. I wonder, given
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that, it seems like that’s not exactly a ringing
endorsement of people who are charged with
the responsibility of keeping America safe.
So what

The President. What was that again, Ed?

Q. Well, you say that the enemies would
follow us home if-

The President. 1 will—that’s what they’ll
do, just like September the 11th. They plot-
ted, planned, and attacked.

Q. So I wonder, in your own mind, how
does that vision play out? How do they follow
us home? Because we've spent so much
money and put so much resources into mak-
ing this country safer.

The President. Ed, I'm not going to pre-
dict to you the methodology they’ll use. Just
you need to know they want to hit us again.
We do everything we can here at the home-
land to protect us. That's why I've got a
Homeland Security Department. That’s why
we are inconveniencing air traffickers, to
make sure nobody is carrying weapons on air-
planes. That’s why we need border enforce-
ment, with a comprehensive immigration
bill, by the way, to make sure it’s easier to
enforce the border. I mean, we're doing a
lot. That’s why we need to make sure our
intelligence services coordinate information
better.

So we spend a lot of time trying to protect
this country. But if they were ever to have
safe haven, it would make the efforts much
harder. That’s my point. We cannot let them
have safe haven again. The lesson of Sep-
tember the 11th is, if these killers are able
to find safe haven from which to plot, plan,
and attack, they would do so.

So, Ed, T don’t know what methodology
they’ll use. We're planning for the worst. We
cover all fronts. And it’s hard to protect a
big country like this, and I applaud those who
have done a fantastic job of protecting us
since September the 11th. But make no mis-
take about it, there’s still an enemy that
would like to do us harm. And I believe,
whether it be in Afghanistan or in Iraq or
anywhere else, if these enemy is able to find
safe haven, it will endanger the lives of our
fellow citizens.

I also understand that the best way to de-
feat them in the long run is to show people
in the Middle East, for example, that there

417

is a better alternative to tyrannical societies,
to societies that don’t meet the hopes and
aspirations of the average people. And that
is through a society that is based upon the
universal concept of liberty.

Iraq is a very important part of securing
the homeland, and it’s a very important part
of helping change the Middle East into a part
of the world that will not serve as a threat
to the civilized world, to people like—or to
the developed world, to people like—in the
United States.

So thank you all very much for your inter-
est. I hope you have a nice holiday. Appre-
ciate it.

NOTE: The President’s news conference began at
10:09 a.m. in the Rose Garden at the White
House. In his remarks, he referred to President
Bashar al-Asad of Syria; Prime Minister Tony Blair
of the United Kingdom; Gen. David H. Petraeus,
USA, commanding general, Multi-National
Force—Iraq; Lt. Gen. Abboud Gambar, Iraqi
commander of Baghdad, Iragi Army; and Prime
Minister Nuri al-Maliki of Iraq. The Office of the
Press Secretary also released a Spanish language
transcript of these remarks.

Remarks to Military Personnel and
Their Families at Fort Irwin,
California

April 4, 2007

The President. Thank you, all. I've been
waiting all day to say, “Hooah!”

Audience members. Hooah!

The President. Thank you for greeting
me. General Cone, thanks. I appreciate your
service to our country, and thanks for leading
these men and women. I'm honored also to
be with Jill. Thank you for joining us today
for lunch. Command Sergeant Kim Boyink
has been a generous host. Sarge, I appreciate
being with you. Thank you for your service.
Thanks for setting such a good example for
the enlisted folks.

I often tell people that the backbone of
the Army is the sergeant.

Audience members. Hooah!

The President. And 1 appreciate you ser-
geants who have joined us here, and I appre-
ciate you serving.



